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An anxious couple, clese friends mij soarded the plane
for Estonia. For weeks, t! ' he face of their
child, planned the details deliberated over
the name that they would bes o b i e The
rouple had one biolegical chi id ¢ erately wanted to have
gnother. However, &aliter ¢ bhecome pregnant,
they decided adeoption would ro pursue., They
rensulted several agencies, and Jofiie=t n one after pouring
through informaticnal pampaletl I ing thelr own researcll.
They never retained a lawy: found themselvas
peering out of an sirplane g in Estonia in
hopes of brining home & =ik ghtar waiting bac
homea. When EThey wenit ¢ ., They realized
something wag wrong. The hrain-damaged and
would npever Iecover. Th tonia, the mother
crying, clutching tae weathered picture of heslthy infant lo
her chest. They sued th i tator, and received
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appreciate the cpportunity to WKlLe and submit my comments te
the U.8. Department of State.
my ceomment, I address tha following five aresas of concern:
T. Effects of the Fropossed Rulas aasad on the Buling From
Hency G. €T &1. V. Eepn__me:t of Children ard Families
733 A.24 136 {Conn. 1922)
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IV, Nesd for Improved Communication Between heérediting

Entities and Agencies/Person

S
5
Representative From Zach Accred

Aocredization/Approval Can acil
= ited or Approved Entity
e Need to Address the Safety Concerns of Parents Traveling
' Tgo-Foreign Countries te Pick up Their Rdopted Chila

BACKGROUND

The United States seeks to become a party to the Hague
26 May 1993 on Protection of Children and

itated by an Appointed

Cooperation in Respect of Intezcou

Lo}
itry ARCODLLON .

Srates became & signatory to the Conventlion on 31

il besdd
198y,

The
March

Threugh the implementation of the Intercountry Adoption Act

[TRB) of

rote that non-profit entities seek
referred to as “agencles;”
Zapproval® and are referred te as |
Departmenlt of State that the
force for

netes

meet its obligations under the Conve

the ratification.
Lha United States
and approving U.8. adoption

Thus, timing is

2000, the United States has created legislation to
ratify ite signature to this Convent

wtion. The proposed rules
“aecreditation” and are

for-profit, private entities seek

"

The U.S.
does not

‘DeCsSOns.

Convention

oome 1nto

~he United States until the timitced Staktes is akle Lo

rion and the U.S5. deposits
4 factor of importance, since

hwas undertaken the great duty of accrediting

entities. The

accreditaticn/approval process nust be diligent and thorougn,
but alsc well-orocanized and efficienl I address the following
five points with this consideration in mind.

The propossd rules

approval for adoption agencies end persons. The proposed rules
can be strengthensd by regulring agen ies and persons To address

educaricn for prospective adoptive

I
communication betwesn adoption agencies/persons
i

Though the goal

ancreditation/approval sysiem, rule-mzksrs must

the people who will ultimately
and children.
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£5 and by Ipcusing ¢n
znd parents.
sez forth the

also account for
: the rulas’ effects — parants
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1. Nancy G. et al. v. Department of Children and Families

The case of Nancy G. pressnts guestions that the proposed
rules do rict answer. Specificzlly, this case speaks to a
troubling situation that sdoptive parents might face subseguent
te the adoption proceedings. In 1933, the Supreme Court of
Connbeticut dedided this case concerning the request of &
mother, MWancy G.; for pcst-adoption subsidy for her special
recds ehild, Jonathan, whom she adopted from India in March of
1982, The court decided that Nancy was not entitled to the
regquested subsidy pursuant to the General Statutes §§ 17a-116
and 17a=117. 733 R.2d at 13%.

zeneral Statutes § 17a-116 provider in relevant part:
“[A] ‘special needs’ child is & child whe is 2 ward of tThe
Commissioner of Children and Families or is to be placed by

a licensed child-placing agency and is difficult Lo place
in adoption because of one or more conditions including,
pul rot limited to, physiczl or mental disability, serious
emoticnal maladjustment, a “Frﬁgnl’eﬂ high risk of physical
or mental disability, age or racial or ethnic factors which
present & barrier to adoption or is a member of a sibling
group wnich should be placed rogether, or because the child
has established significant emotionzal ties with prospeclive
adoptive parents while in thelr care ac foster child and
has been certified as a special needs child by the
commissioner of Children and Families.” 1d.

L'.I'i
fui}

On appeal, the court determined that because Jewish FamZly
sarvices of New Haven, Inc. did not “place” Jenathan for
adoption, his mother not entitled to the post-adoption

W
subsidy she scught. 1

ﬁ»ﬂ'

\

t had placed Jonathan. Id, &at

and Adoption was the agency tha I
141. To receive the subsidy she ragussted, Jonathzan must have
been “placed” for adoption Dy a child-placing agency licensed
Connecticut. Id. (emphasis added). The trial court concluded
that Americans for Internzticnal Aid and Adopticn, located in
Michigsn and not licensed in Cornacticut, “placed” Jonathan. Id.
a2t 141-42. The Caonnecticut Suprems Court affirmed. Thus,
Jonathan and his mother could not receive the subsidy e so
desperately needed.

Parents. who apply for pEEI—EﬁLptiﬁ1 subsidies face challenges
in navigating the lega 1 =ystem since the state statules decide

Rather, Americans for Internaticnal Aid
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wnich agency or person “plsced” the adopled child for purpnses of
granting or denying the parents’ rasquast for subsidies. BSince
the State Supreme Courte give deference Lo the construction of
the statute applied by the administrative agency, T am concerned
for the implications of the proposed rules on post-zdoption
,subgidy requests.

This case presents the guestion of what happens to families
who have worked with more than one adeption agency In their
attempt to adopt a child, Under The statubs, the Connecticut
Supreme Court had to decide which agency “placed” Jonathan for
purposes of awarding or ceny:ing a post-adoption subsidy. What
would happen 1f, in this same situation, the court not only had
co decide which agency “placed” the child with the adoprive
parents, but &lso had to figure ouft how “agcredited” or
“approved” agencies would be treated in ctheir determiration of
awarding or denying reguest for post-adoption subsidies?
Coraider how the proposed regulations propose more guest ions
+han answars within these hypothetical examples:

Example 1: Suppese Accredited Agency “A" worked with HNon-
asccredited Agency “B” in placing a child from a member of the
1993 Hague Coenventicn with an American family. What would
happen if the American family later requested a subsidy for
their adopted child? Would the family be denied the subsidy if
the state statute was interpreted so that Non-accredited Agency
wp* “placed” the child, so relief under the regulations was not
possible?

The proposed rules do not speak directly to this problem. One
conld draw several conclusions from example 1. On the one hand,
the American family could be denied T

their child since the agency which placed the child was not one
o% wha accredited (or temporarily accredited) agencies. On the

other nand, thas family could bes granted the requested subsidy
becauss the accreditsd agency actsd equally in placing the child
with thes adoptive parents. Ths rules are silent as to how (and
1f} the interpretation ~f state statutes affsct the award and
deniazl of post-adoptiocn subsidies, If an accredited agency
aided in placing the child with his oI her adoptive family, 1
suggest that this fact should b= taken into consideration when

construing state statutes Ior swWardlng =udsidies.
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Example 2: Further consider what mi
that Accredited Agency “"A" transferr ths child to Approved
Person “B” whe “placed” the child with the American adoptive
family. Would a family reguesting a post-adoption subsidy be
granted it7? This hyoothetical raises tne guestion of whether
approved persons Carry the same eifect as
=

heppen if ‘one supposed

s accredited agencies
bzl o B s R
regarding placement under the specific state statutes.

The proposed rules are silent whetner approvec persons and
socredited agencies affect the courts’ decisions to grant or
deny subsidies., Although states have the suthority to
promulgate and interpret theiy own statutes, 1 suggest that the
propesed rules speak To this issue. If the rules address the
role that accredited agencies and approved perscons carry in
gqranting or denying subsidies, state courts will be able Lo
aeffectively decide cases involving post-adoption subsidy
requests.

b |

Cases like the Nancy G. case suggest that there i3 a neead
for training programs for pre-adoptrive and post-adoptive parents
that not only include coeunseling and guidance 1in completing the
adoplticon, but also educate parents on the impact that sLatutory
laws may have on their leaal recourse. For example, parents
would learn whal constitutes “placement” under theilr states’
statutes and how to protect themsslves in working with more than
one agency. When this type of pre-adoptive training is included
in parents' education, all the pariies the parents, the
adoption entities, and the adopted child - are all cn the sams
informational playing field.

In a previcusly submitted comment on April ‘2, 2001 by the
Parent Network for tne Post-Instituticonalized Child {(“the
Network”), Thais 5. Tepper addresses comments ta Secticn
203 (b)Y (1) {A) (1i1), which =tare that information included 1
adoptive training should come Iroxm the azdoptive parents
shemeelves. Netwerk comment at 3. Severa other submitted
comments alsc address “Adoption Playgrs s” as helpful rescurces
of informaticon and suppeort. In a2 E 1 testimony, ons
~ommens recounts the trend of sdopticn Ira and unsuccessful

rcempts to adopt. The second paragraph of the commant maXes
reference to “Adoption Playgroups” sovmad for adoptive families.
These groups are often Iormed inde sndently by adoptive parents
to help mest the special nesds oo both the children and their
familiss, rnot supported nor sffiiiated with an adopticn agency.

s
T
i#
oo

i



The system of “adoption playgroups” can be rénamed as
winformational entity support groups” and would be & welcome anc
wenetitial ‘addition te the training programs, The final rule
will be more effective iI 1t can offer practical advice in &
group setting Ior pre and post-adoptive parents working with the
=ang adopticon entity. Mot only will parents and ghildren
penefit ffom each other’s advice and experiences, put adoption

i

eptities seeking to become sccredited and approved will benafit

as well, Parents and children can provide f[irst-hand experience
of successful adoption, relate unsuccessful adeoption attempts,
and provide suggestions to entities.

communicalion is the key to the success of the proposed
wules. 1nformational entity supporl groups can address
prospective adoptive parent education while enhancing
communication between adopticn zgencies/person and parents. The
ipformaticnal support groups can include prospeclive parenls
seeking to adopt a child, parents who have completed adopricns,
agency employees, and accrediting entity representatives,
puilding upon the model of the adoptien playaroup, the
informaticnal support groubs coffer an organized framework for
parents and children affiliated with adoption agenciles.

11. Difficulties Facing Prospective Parents in Accessing
Information Regarding Non-Conforming Entities and
Unethical Behavier Taking Place Within Those Entities.

wsubpar:t M - Dissemination and gReporting of Information oy
Leorediting Agenciss
Y

rlthough I agree wi

muet be made to “the public o
difficulty understanding
information will occur.

2 guarterly basis,” I had
y how this igclogure of

&
{Subpart M, Sec. 89g5.924(a)) .

- The Prospective Parent's Point of View

1. Full Disclesure of Zceredited Agencies and
rpproved Persons
T+ is elear that prospective parents are sager Lo find a
child and take that child home as soon as possible. From the
ramises of the accrecited agency
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should' nand parents

or approved person, The agency Or pEIson
the information required in “Suppart M - Dissemination and
Repcrting of Information by Bcorediting Agencies.” This
informacion should appear in the same binder of information
containing the details about the children placed by the agency
QL person. Parents must be able to make an informed decision
as td ‘whether they will work with a particular agency or

person. lmmediate disclosure ensures that prospective parents
will be able to decline to work with an agency or person
hefore tney have formed 2 bond with a potential adoptive
chiid, Accredited sgencies and approved persons must also
view this bond as a source of grief adoptive parents seek to
avoid. Thus, the proposed rules shoula speak to this as well.

several comments speak candidly about the lost referral of
~wild=eri. The couple To whom I referred in my opening
paragraph also highlights the need for timely reporting of
pricr complaints against the agency or person.

The agency or person must act quickly once tne prospeclive
parents have accepted a referrzl to adopt & child. ~Reperting
of past r&mpl; nts must occur hefores the parents choose a name
for their child - and perhaps the accredited agency or
approved persor should counsel the prospective parents as to
when they should name Tneir adoptive child. Once naming
place, the child is no longer a namsless, faceless little
person parents are brining into their home That child
bacomes a member of the family. “When u lose thig child,
who has become @ member of your family, ther grieving
process similar to that 1 £ th in a
Ffamily.” Heppenhauver
Therefore, the socner Tne
diseloses information re i

the sonner prospective p;:edts will be

Ltakes

'ng :ﬂmplulntE filed against 1it,
able o protect

themselves from the emoticnal wounds adoptive parents may
sulffer.

It 1s n=cessary that the propesed rules include provisions
requiring agencies gnd persons Lo provide sducation to
prospective parents ragarding the filing of complaints.
Parents naed to be infcormed as te The ! methods for f£iling
complaints 2gainst The sdopflon Zzeility and filing compl c1wts
to the Secretary of Stat= F:zspe:t11e adoptive parsnts mus
remain informed as to the procedurzl steps reguired to ObLﬂLH
Tegal recourse for damsges arising Ght cf an adoption action.
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The personzl account oI my family friends who left behind
their child in Estonia emphasizes the nsed for adoption
zgencies and psrsecns to STress ezrly and often that parents
nead education as to how te take the zppropriate steps to
filing-a complaint. My family friends were nol informed as to
,ﬁqat legal Tchou*=m was available until after they cane face-
to-face-with this ugeuy. They retained a private attorney
subseguent tc 1e;fing Estonia; therefore, they had recelved no
education by the particular adeption facility. The proposed

riiles should include provisions regquiring agencies =zesking
sopreditation and persons seesking approval Lo educate parents
hefore they complete the formal adoption process. hdeption

farilities should guide parents step-by-step through the
process necessary for £iling complaints. Though the
1Lerﬂ-;lQId1 entity support groups will inevitably address

thme issue of filing complaints, agencies and persons snculd be
required to set up and maiatain classes for parents seeking to
adopt a child. Though parents must remain responsible for
attending the classes, the adoption agency or DeIsoih should

bear Lhe initial burden of providing the education necessary
for parents to act in an informed manner.

2. Reporting prior complaints to praospective parentsa

he proposed rules should include a ravisinn stating Lhat
adoption entities must disclose, pre-referral, not only any
adverse mction taken oy the Secretary, but dlahlﬂﬂe any
complaints directed against the entity itself. In addition,
the bindar should include the procedurs for filing a complaint
witn the agency or person and Ior filing with the Secretary.
Requiring such disclosure will prompt the entities to Lake
corrective action :e*=rdiﬁ complzints and allow them Lo
publish the corzective action In the binder as well

g

|l &

In its comment adarasesing “The Hague Converntion Regulatlons
Froject Acten Busnell, Inc.”, the Chila Welfare Lezgue of
America (CWA) recommended that “a process needs to be set up
for fzmilies to report problems sc that they mey he addressed.
Families should be notifisd in writing prier Zo the adoptive

placement that they meay file a complaint with the OIZlice of
children’s Affairs, Dep:r:wart of State, and the progedure for
doing so.” CWA comment at 4. The CHWE §oinL5 CUT a8 ver
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practical oroplem with the propesed rulss implemanting the
IAA.

B The Accradited Agency/Approved Person’s Point of View

Not onliy do prospective parents have an interest in

“Btaining information redgarding non-conforming entities,
griethical behavior, and complaints filed against such

entities, but the accredited zgencies and approved persons

slsm have a vested interest in making sure prospective parents

obtain such information. Informed prospective pazents can

make choices that decrease the chances that adoption entities

will fuce adverse action by the Secretary. FPerhaps those
people who ere implementling the prepesed rules would find it

beneficial te gain access to “Adoption Playgroups.” Entities

caf take the next step and establish informational enticy
support groups based on this model, re-named “informational
entity support groups.” Members of +“he groups will henefit
greatly from the information relating to disclosure of
complaints and unethical behavior. Even before prospective
adoptive parents besgin the adopticon processs, they will be
well-equipped with information as to how to file complaints

and enter into a contractual relationship Wwith an entity whose

history is not a mystery. Entities that have an especially
good histery will make themselves more attractive to
prospective adeptive perents, adverrising themselves in the
best wWay.

Not only sheuld the rule-makers gain access To Lhe
“Adbption Playgroups” and construct their own informational
groups, but acoredited agenciss and approved persons should
S1so take note of their existence and potential use in

2 g
counseling prospective adoptive parents. One possible way of

utilizing the “Adeption Playgroup” 1des is for agencies and
person Lo organize prospective parents Intd groups Once
parents accept a referral. Tt ould meebt on & regular

o

.

iy
€ e T
il

pasis, discuss the zdeoption process, ard Form connecticns with
parents using the same agency/perscén. These parents woulad
slsa be an excellent resource Ior geTTing foedback so0 that
agencies anc persons can zvoid possikpls complaints in Che

future.
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TTII. The Absence of Regulations Regarding "Extluded Adoption
Services" Will Negatively Affect the Impact of the
Proposed Rules.

Section. V.p €3} ~ontairis a sub-sub-section (&) Ehat
_Qdcrea ses act +ivities that do not reguire acereditation,
appraval or superv ion. The 1list includes the following

adoption activit completion of a home-study or child
hackground s:ucy, provision of child welfare services
where the agency or person is not performing any other
adoption service iIn the case; (3) the provisgicn 'of legal
gervices whsre the agency is not performing any
adoption services in the case; and (4] activities undertaken
by prospective adoptive parents on their own behall. Although
not every adoption activity carn fall under the scope of tLhe
proposed rules, the ZIirst exclusicn “completion of & home
study or child background study must reguire accreditallon
and approval. The home study or child background study should
pe removed from the list of au:ivi:ics that do not regquire
appredication, approval or supervision

h,
Bt
a ]
o
H
th
[
o

“[Tlhe performance of & home study oOr child background
study, by itsell does not regulire the agencv or persor Lo be
acoredited, emprra:;;_- accredited, or approved or operate
under the supervision and regponsibility of primary providers,
where the agency o©r person 1s Dot perf yrming  any  olher
adoption service (as defined) in the case.” (Pub. L. 10&-273,
3(3) and 201 (k) {1)). Once an agency of person taxes on the
responsibility to perform the hems study or child background
study, that agency or person has become invelwved in a contract
for which tThey can be held lianl.e. Though it is true that
performing this one edoption activily, by Zi1tself, appears
meager in compariseon to the cther adoption activities which
require accreditation oY approvel, the background studies can
se +the deciding factor for both the birth parents and the
prospective adoptive parsnis This rzliaznce 1is evidence in
the atory of my family fr1e3ds who ralied on the “child
packground study,” only o arrive it Estonia to fird a brain-
deag infant who in no way ressmbled the child described in Che
background sTtucy. if prospsctive pazrents testify that tThey
rely on the Etld"EE these adoption activitiss should not ke
an excluded activizy in the fina

11
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eimilarly, birth parents migat also re én home studies
ronducted by &n a&gency ©r PEISCH in deciding whether CTo agree
to the intercountry adoption. Birth parente, like prospective
adoptive parenis, nave an emotionally challenging decisicn Lo
fare in contemplating whether to give up thair child <o pe
aised by semeone slee. 1f home studies are designaled as
“eﬁﬁiﬁﬂéd adoption sctivities,” birth parents will be left
without The assurance tnat the ruies implementing the Hague
copvention of 1933 apply to the agency o perscn handling the
adoption process.

1V. Communication Betweean Accrediting Entities and
Agencies/Persons Seeking hocreditation/Approval Can be
Facilitated by an Appointed Representative From Each
Acceredited or Approved Entity.

Subpart 1 addresses “Routine Oversight oy Accreditlng

entities.” Accredited entities take responsibility far
oversseing accredited agencies and approvec ersons. The

proposed rules reguive an annual mMONiTOIing that covers review
of complaints in accordance with Subpart J (“Oversight Through

Review of Complaints”). Elthough the accrediting entity may
conduct random site visits, it is not regquired to do so. Annual
monitering, at least ir the beginning sLages of the

scocreditation process, would e inadeguate to SUpport Lhe agency
ar person sesking acereditaticn or approval. Implemanting rules
that are complex and interconnected; thus, they raguire ongoing
communication between the accrediting entities and those
agencies/persons seexin creditation/approval.

L]
£
]

recrediting entities coul & irate ongoing communication ky
maintaining contasct with 2 representative from the agency or
perscn. This representative could be s=alected by the agency or
person itsell =% the agency c Choo=£s, Cammunication
can take place in the form cf phone calls, clectronic mail, and
formal visita. Random visits should ks mandatory.

Compmunlicatiocn  gan a-50 be facilitated DY allewing ths
dppointed entity representztives O communicate with the
infarmational entity support groups. During such communication,
sntity representatives oan receive honast IESpONseEs o their
questions anc Darents and children stions of the
representativ&. in &llowing the entity represantatlive
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access informational entity support ;EUJGS. the IED_EEEDtdtLﬁE”
will peccme aware of the = 1

==
pecple thess proposed rules are designed Lo pro,,h — the
parents and the children.

Thguq communication between appointed entity representatives
and ' infermational entity support groups will provide great
asaistance to agencies and persons, coniidentiality remaine &
concern. Parents should feel free to express their congerns Tto
entity rapresentatives, and representatives must respecl

parents’ reguests for their statements and guesticns to remain
gonfidential. With their ' , however, appeointed entily
representatives should dis ecific concerns and guestions
to the agency/perscn seeking accreditation/appreval.,

) e
Q .
tn
it
0

. Safety Concerns for Prospective Adoptive Parents
Traveling Abroad

Though several foreign countries provide escorts who accompany
adopted cnildren overseas to the United States to be met by
their adoptive parents, a number of countries do not provide
+his service., In & comment written by Ms. Rachel Bouman of LhH
University of the Pacific, McGeorgs Sehool of Law, Bouman nate
thal China does not provide escorts o Lrave. with Chlﬁ&ﬁe
children to the United States to meet with their adoptive
parents; rather, parents seeking To adopt a child must travel to
China. Af-er prospective parents obtain a letler of approval

] ! cation in China where the
CHildren's Welfare Institute iz located. The prospective
American parents are reguired to register with the depariment e
~iyil gffairs in the province in which the child is located.
Safe traveling is 2n issue tnat the proposed rules must speak to
directly.

o
o
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Subpart T - Hccredit:tiﬂn znd Appreval Requirements Ior ©ne

provision of Adoption Ssrvigss - do&s not explicitly address
gafety Lravel standards as 2 p:ezequisite for accreditation and
appreval of agencies ANC pPErsSons. The propesed rules appear Lo

- E
leave this matter tc be negotizied bhetween agencias and persons
snd their insurance carriers. The language of the rules reads,
“rhe Department recognizes that these standards alleocating legal
rigk, manda:inc 1n5u*arce coverage, and sstt ing the flcoor ameount
of one millicn dollars for insurance coverage ars sensitive and

[

i
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will require changes in current Insurance practice.” Theough it
ig true that insurance c¢arriers and the adoption entities must
negotiate the Lerms  and €20 ditions of their respective
contracts, the rules must also ensure that adopticn entities
engage in a «dialogue concerning the issus of gafe traveling with
theoge people wno are directly zffected by it - the prosgpsctive
parents and the adopted children.

Disclosure of informaticn relating to traveling to and within
foreign countries must occur be:wgen the agency/person and the
progpective adoptive parents who will be ctraveling abroad tao

pick up their child. Insurance contracts aside, the rules
should reguire that agencies and persons seeking accreditation

and avproval must provide information to parents regarding their
safety in foreign ccountries. Specifically, agenries and persons
must provicde parents with the basic Ssteps for maintaining sale
tvavel in tle countries specifically working with Lhw adoption
agency/perscn. Inevitably, certain safety steps will vary from
country to country; however, it r' mains the dutny o©f the
agency/person facilitating the adoption to provide up-to-date
information to parente traveling abroa

I,'I

adl.

Tf the agency or person already has the informationzl entity
support groups in place, they can utilize the groups as a means
of communicaticn. For instance, parents who are planning to
adopt =& child from China will have access to informatilon
provided by the agency or psrsch regarding traveling in China.
The prespective adoptive paIZents will alse have Lhe support of
the other parent members, sSoms of wnom may have traveled to
Chnina for & previpus adoption.

CONCLUSION

The rules proposed by the U.S. Depariment of State address ths
arana of internaticnal adoprion in weys thet A&re necessary For
the Unitad States to ratify its signature to The 18533 Hagus
Convention vecardinc intercountry adoptien. Though the croposed

rules address pr sz for a “?eii:atia& and approval of adeption
gntities, they Can  ps strensthens by addressing paresnt
adiication, aceess te information, _kQu;atyd activities, and szale
travel. Informational entity support groups would add  a

meaningZul and elficient SsTructurs of copmuniceiion lPbetween
parents and entities. The groups would provids a safe
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environment to voice concerns and file complalints. Tne groups

zlso zllow entities seeking accreditation or approval Lo access
crucial feedbacx from parents and agency employess.
Furthermcre, thess groups would fostezr valuable communication
amondg acorediting entities and zgencies/persons seaking
aqpfeci;ationfapproval. As the United 8tates ratifies its

Signalure “=o the 1862 Hague Convention, an urknown number of
pre-adeptive parents will be spared the heartbreak that former
parents have faced. Thank you Zor your consideration in reading
my comment.
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